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REMARKS 

Applicant submitted an Amendment on August 8, 2005. In response, the 
Examiner issued a Final Rejection on October 18, 2005. 

In the Final Rejection, the Examiner maintained the objection to the Declaration 
filed on January 23, 2002 citing to 37 CFR 1 .33(a). This objection is improper for 
several reasons. 

First, 37 CFR 1 .33(a) relates to the correspondence address to which the PTO will 
mail official papers. The correspondence address may be provided on an Application 
Data Sheet. 37 CFR 1.33(a). Only if no correspondence address is specified will the 
PTO look to an address provided on the oath or declaration for the first named inventor 
and use that as the default correspondence address. Id In the present application, a 
correspondence address was provided via a customer number listed on an Application 
Data Sheet. Since a correspondence address was properly provided on the Application 
Data Sheet, there is no need for the PTO to look to the declaration to use the first named 
inventor's address as the correspondence address. Thus there is no basis to object to the 
Declaration under 37 CFR 1.33(a). 

Second, even if there is an error in the filed declaration, the Examiner should cite 
to 37 CFR 1.63 instead of 37 CFR 1.33(a). However, 37 CFR 1 .63(c)(1) only requires 
the inventors 1 mailing and residence addresses if they are not provided on an Application 
Data Sheet. The Application Data Sheet submitted with the application lists both the 
inventor's residence and mailing address. There is therefore no need to submit a new 
declaration listing the inventor's residence and mailing address under 37 CFR 1 .63. 



2 



PAGE 3/12 * RCVD AT 11(412005 1 :25:16 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/24 * DNIS:2738300 * CSID:21 53231 300 * DURATION (mm-ss):03-22 



NGU-04-2005 13:25 MOTOROLA CHS LAW DEPT 2153231300 

App.Ser.No.: 10/057,694 
Atty. Doc. No.: D02750 

Applicant has attached hereto select pages from 65 FR 54604 when rules 1 .33, 
1 .63 and 1 .76 were amended in November 2000. The present application was filed in 
2002 when the reprinted sections of the rules attached hereto were in force. 

In the Response to the Arguments made in the Final Rejection mailed October 1 8, 
2005, the Examiner argues that the Dijkstra patent shows both the function A+B+l and 
the function (A+B+l)»l. Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

First, the Examiner equates a carry- 1 bit to an addition of a 1-bit. The Examiner 
is correct that the first column in Dijkstra's Figure 3 shows 1 101 (13) + 0010 (2) + 1 (1) 
= 10000 (16). However, the quantity 1 is a cany-bit from the addition of 0101 (5) and 
1 101 (13) in the second column. If in Dijkstra's example, the second column was the 
addition of 0101 (5) plus 01 10 (6) the result would be 1 01 1 (1 1) (assuming no carry bit 
from the third column) and no carry bit to pass to the first column. Thus the addition in 
the first column would then be 1101 (13) + 0010 (2) = 11 U (15). Applicant's amended 
claim 1 allows for propagation of carry bits and includes the addition of 1 to the sum of 
the two samples. This is not shown in element 32 of Dijkstra's Figure 3. What element 
32 does show in Figure 3 is A + B without the addition of 1 . 

Second, the Examiner argues that Dijkstra shows a right-shift by one bit in 
elements 36 and 38. Applicant agrees. However, claims 1 and 43^44 recite a different 
quantity being right-shifted than Dijkstra- Dijkstra right shifts the quantity [(A+B) - ((A 
EOR B) AND Mask)] for rounding down and the quantity [(A+B) + ((A EOR B) AND 
Mask)] for rounding up. In contrast, Applicant's claims 1 and 43-44 recite right shifting 
the quantity (A+ B+l). Since Dijkstra right shifts a different quantity, Dijkstra cannot 
anticipate claims I and 43-44, 
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With respect to claim 8, the Examiner argues that R and S can be zero. In such a 
case the approximate filtered sample is equal to ((A+B+l)»l)) + ((A+B+l)»l)) which 
can be rewritten as 2 * [(A+B+l)»l]. These quantities, when R=S=0, are simply not 
generated by Dijkstra. 

With respect to claims 9 and 15, the Examiner argues that the exclusive OR 
function (ExOR) of Dijkstra is the same thing as a bit wise complement. Applicant 
respectfully disagrees- An exclusive OR operation requires at least two variable inputs. 
A bit-wise complement requires only one variable input. Further, an exclusive OR 
function operates on two bits, one from each variable input, to generate an output. The 
bit-wise complement simply inverts each bit of one variable input. 

With respect to claim 1 1 the Examiner assumes that the quantities (N-l-S) and 
(N-l-R) can both be zero. However, claim 1 1 recites the limitation that N >= S > R. 
Since S>R, the two quantities (N-l-S) and (N-l-R) can never be equal to each other and 
cannot therefore both be zero. The Examiner's assumption that (N-l-S) and (N-l-R) be 
zero contradicts other limitations in the claims. A similar argument applies to the 
assumption that the quantities (N-S) and (N-R) can both be zero in claim 12. 

Claims not specifically addressed above are allowable due to their dependence on 
an allowable base claim. 
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CONCLUSION 

No fees are believed due for this response. The Office is authorized to charge any 
needed fees or underpayments of fees (including fees for petitions for extensions of time) 
under 37 CJF.R. 1.16 and 1.17 to account number 5021 17. Any overpayments should be 
credited to the same account. 

Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of the present application, 
withdrawal of the rejections made in the last Office Action and the issuance of a Notice 
of Allowance. The Applicant's representative can be reached at the below telephone 
number if the Examiner has any questions. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Chanchal Chatterjee 



Reg. No. 41,571 
Motorola, Inc. 
101 Tournament Drive 
Horsham, PA 19044 
P(215) 323-1840 
F (215) 323-1300 




Benjamin D. Driscoll 
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